REMARKS 

Pending claims 64-73 were rejected as anticipated by or obvious over Garten et 
al alone or in combination with Yu (U.S. Patent 6,441 ,395) or Woo et al. 
(2001/0026878). 

The claims have been amended to recite that the first semiconducting polymer 
layer comprises a first semiconducting polymer, and the second semiconducting 
polymer layer comprises a second semiconducting polymer and the step of forming the 
semiconducting region comprises depositing the second semiconducting polymer over 
the first semiconducting polymer layer from a solvent in which the first semiconducting 
polymer is soluble. 

This application is based on Applicant's finding that there is a difference in 
solubility of the polymers perse and solubility of a layer of these polymers. This 
difference is large enough that a layer of polymer is sufficiently resistant to dissolution 
that further polymer layers may be deposited onto it using a solvent that is suitable for 
dissolving the polymer perse. Thus, applicant believes that a claim defining deposition 
of a second semiconducting polymer, rather that a second semiconducting polymer 
layer, over the first layer makes it clearer that the claim does not encompass a phase 
separated multilayer. 

The Examiner has objected on the basis that a method which comprises forming 
a semiconductive region by depositing a second semiconducting polymer layer over a 
first semiconducting polymer layer from a solvent in which the first semiconducting 
polymer layer is soluble is disclosed in Garten et al In particular, the Examiner 
considers that the aforementioned method steps are performed by blending the three 
components PVK, SiPPV and PBD in Garten et al Applicant believes this is incorrect. 



The blending of three components in a single layer device does not constitute the 



aforementioned method steps. Garten et al. does disclose a two-layer device having a 
first layer comprising a blend of PVK and SiPPV and a second layer comprising PBD 
(which is a small molecule not a polymer) evaporated thereon. Again, this does 
constitute the aforementioned method steps. 

The secondary references, Yu and Woo, were relied on only in teaching specific 
compounds and do not cure the deficiencies of the primary reference. 

The Examiner asserts that she did not receive JP 2000-252077A and/or the 
English translation. Applicant did file JP 2000-252077A and an English language 
abstract, along with the office action describing these, in its prior IDS. However, 
Applicant submits herewith a further IDS with JP 2000-252077A and an English 
language abstract. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and reexamination of this application and the timely allowance 
of the pending claims. 

Please grant any extensions of time required to enter this response and charge 
any additional required fees to our deposit account 06-0916. 



Respectfully submitted, 



FINNEGAN, HENDERSON, FARABOW, 
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